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Remarksj 

Reconsideration and allowance of $M\ above referenced 
application are respectfully Requested; 

i . !; 

Initially, the examiner is thanke<| 



f 



call which was conducted on August 31, 
the only thing discussed was claim 42, 

the examiner's comment on page 6 that 

i 

define correlating two spectrkl ranges 
portions- The claim is amended to emp 
the statement on page 6 of the office 
traversed. Claim 42 does specifically 



ranges . 

Claims 1-7 stand rejecteld under 36 
being unpatentable over Rao in view of 
that part of the confusion isj caused 

i a different 



121015 
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for the brief telephone 
! $)05, During that call, 
i |id more specifically, 
lehow claim 42 did not 

a 

0\ determine salient 

" i ; 

iize this. Therefore, 

i • 

ion is respectfully 
•fine correlating those 



fr&C 103a as allegedly 
!i;kinis. It is believed 
Me word "salient". The 
ise in Rao relative to 



1 



word "salient" is used in 
the way it is used in the pirejBent claij 

Rao relates to machine vision 
"salient", it refers to whether the i 
computer algorithm that is doing the n 

described in the previous amendment, F 

j 

recognizing objects within an overall 
images to a skeleton and analyzes the 

determine what object the skeleton re^^sents. For example, a 

14 

PAGE 1 5/20 1 RCVD AT 10/1 1/2005 7:38:38 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-6I25 * DNBtf 38300 * CSID:8586785099 ' DURATION (mm*s):0848 



fji ; Rao refers to 
liis salient to the 
line vision. As 

I 

; i 

juees the system for 
ige. Rao reduces those 
jeleton to try and 
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determination may be made as to whethexj; 
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a car or a bird or some other 



object . 



jjhe skeleton represents 
= part of that 



nil . 



determination, the algorithm determine 
skeleton are salient to determining whi 

represents. Some lines may be salient 

. : i 

lines might not, j 

Consider the example, of a hex co< 
hex code may be extremely sal 
the computer is looking for aj pattern 
is not salient to- the human, gjaze. This 
kind of salience . 

Kikinis describes a "system of sel| 
of selling the product, ,the\ user's atl 
certain portion. In one embcjdiment Oi 
putting a red box around thatj portion 
teaches adding and using features whi 



friich parts of that 

S ■ I ' 

the skeleton 



: that algorithm, other 



Some digits in that 
ient to afflTriputer, especially if 



I 



human eye --adding them,, ndt 



DETECTING 



:e : 0E0E . However, this 

i 

=an entirely different 
ig : a product . As part 

' i ' 

;iion is drawn to a 
Lliinis, this is done by 

iother words, Kikinis 
ittract the gaze of the 

lib* as claimed. 

i: 



Therefore, the hypothetical combJKtion of Rao in view of 



Kikinis might teach a machine vision 
salient features as taught ! bjr Rao, bill 
view of salience to determine what ki 
represent. This may be! combined with 
of adding parts which are salient to 
nowhere is there any teaching or suggi 



15 



tern which determines 
alient from the point of 
of; object those features 
teaching from Kikinis 
image. However, 
ion of determining which 
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to etnpha 
computer 
which are 
the human 



analyzii 
fine© us: 



parts of the image are likely 
observer. 

Claim 1 has been amended 
Claim 1 now specifies using; a 
determine parts of the image 

a human viewer as salient; tb 

• i 

salience is entirely different than a 
While admittedly Kikinie describes the 
Kikinis teaches nothing -about 
of salience. Claim 1 also de 
determine from the sal ieirit ; parts, an e 
in attracting the attention! of human 
of the prior art, no matter how combir 
Claim 1 now ef feet ively ; defines a coi 

' i 

human gaze. Rao is a machine vision 
recognize actual objects in and image 
determining parts of theimaie which 
recognition. Kikinis teaches a syste 
to different parts of an image. It t 
computerized predictor of jhuman gaze 
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At 



to be pe 



Claim 1 as amended, 
patentable distinctions. 



therefore/ f 



:ci 



aims 2-7 



should be allowable for. reasons disc 
claim. 1 as well as on its^bwn merits. 
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i ivied by a human 



these differences. 
i» janalyze an image to 
,k|ely to be perceived by 

This definition of 
ijng taught by Rao, 
tme kind of salience, 



[to 



determine that kind 



■line computer to 

i " 
I- 

ictiveness of the image 
l^ers. Nothing, in any 

t I Carries this out, 

. i. 

ler&zed predictor of 

■ i * 

j/r 

tern that tries to 
does that by 
slalient to the 

adding extra salience 



-.r 



(hiss nothing about a 



:tier emphasizes the 

: i - 

• ; 

eki depend from claim 1 



3d 



above with respect to 
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At 



ie pre vie 



defines analyzing and image j to determi 



image . 



"in at least two 'dif 



Cerent sp 
3aid info 



.... . , 

further defines "correlating 

;..- : ! 

said at least two different' spectral r 
portions of the image from 1 said correl 
Rao teaches obtaining 'dif ferent = i 
spectral ranges. Rao does: not, howev 



two different images from the 



two spec 



can be fairly said to teach! away from 
that the operation is "fairly indepen 
range, see column 6 lin£. '42. 

Rao teaches that the djnirared an 
completely independent of each other, 
spectral ranges can be ii^ed !:or diffe 
is there any teaching or' Suggestion b 
spectral ranges to determine , salient 

■ . ', i ! 

The dependent claims hot describ 

: i : 

allowable for reasons on their own me 
three and 45 define higjierj' order stat 
are not taught or suggested by the e 
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allegedly being 

jihjs respectfully 

I " i • 

[amendment , claim 42 

I- !. . 

Calient parts of the 
■rah. ranges" - Claim 42 
tipn about the image in 
fi^si to determine salient 

P3 n - 

jeje in different 



bach correlating those 
ranges. In fact, Rao 

since it teaches 
of the spectral 



I 



;'icial 



: I . 

Lsible light images are 
is, the different 
applications . Nowhere 
foxrelating those to 
iions * 



rve should each be 
Specifically, claims 
variations which 
•prior art . 
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does not 
issue or I 



It is believed thafc^alSj of the pja 
addressed in this paper; J Hoover, f ai 
rejection, issue or comment;,: 
concession of that rejection, 

because the arguments made ! above are m 

ill - : 1 

exhaustive f there may he ref sDns for pi 
pending claims (or other., cipims) that 
Finally, nothing in this;!: paper should 
to concede any issue with rtecard to ar 
specifically stated in ;thisjs paper, and 
claim does not necessarily! Is signify co: 
of the claim prior to its ym^ndment . 



At 



18 
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11 ' ; claims have been 
to address a specific 
ify agreement with or 
jsnt. In addition, 
'intended to be 

':■ I 

liability of any or all 

'not been expressed, 
[cimstrued as an intent 
jjiuim, except as 

^amendment of any 
i^Lon of unpatentability 



:i \- 



il 
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